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Karen Kirk Adams February 21, 2005
Cape Wind Energy Project EIS Project Manager

Corps of Engineers, New England District

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751 .

Re: Cape Wind Energy Project DEIS
USACE #NAE-2004-338-1

04323

Dear Ms. Kirk Adams:

This letter contains our formal comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) on the proposed Cape Wind Project on Horseshoe Shoal in Nantucket Sound.

Three Bays Preservation is a non-profit organization formed in 1996 to preserve,
maintain, and protect the Three Bay estuary in the Town of Barnstable and the adjacent
waters of Nantucket Sound. A pamphlet and mission statement describing our
organization is enclosed. Many of our more than 1000 members and subscribers are
frequent users of the waters in and around Horseshoe Shoal. In conjunction with the
Massachusetts Audubon Society, we are the owners and stewards of nearly 2 miles of
barrier beach, known as Dead Neck/Sampson’s Island, which is an important bird
habitat that directly faces the proposed wind generating project less than 5 miles away
(see attached map). In a recent questionnaire, about 90 percent of our members were
opposed to the Cape Wind project proposed for Nantucket Sound.

In the past 7 years, we have expended more than $2,000,000 to restore and maintain
this barrier beach. In addition, we have spent several hundred thousand dollars on
dredging to remove sand depositions that obstruct the entrance channels from
Nantucket Sound into our bays.

In general, we believe the DEIS contains a great deal of inadequate science and data for

such a mammoth project in such a delicate and cherished location. Many of its
statements are no more than conjecture. Among the issues of greatest concern to us are:

Alternative Site Evaluations

The land-based sites chosen for alternative evaluation are in New England areas where
public approval or grid connections are difficult. As there seems to be no power
shortage in Eastern Massachusetts, or New England for that matter, we do not
understand why sites outside of New England were not studied. The federal renewable
power subsidy would be available anywhere. There are successful and welcome wind
farms in Central New York on unused farmland and the State is interested in more.

The alternative site analysis should be expanded to cover potential sites in the
Northeast, not just New England.
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Qil Spill Impacts
There is a combined total of about 65,000 gallons of oil lubricants stored on the service platform and

contained in the gearboxes. Only one-half page of DEIS text discusses oil spills. The DEIS fails to
address the shoreline impacts of an oil spill from the service platform or while changing turbine
lubricants. Rather it says only that an oil spill and containment contingency plan will be drawn up. It
fails to mention that should a spill occur, there is virtually no way to stop it from reaching our
beaches because:

1. The short travel distance the oil will have from the wind farm to the surrounding shorelines.
2. The time it would take to deploy oil booms.
3. The ineffectiveness of oil booms in the swift currents and waves that prevail in Nantucket Sound.

In addition, should an oil spill occur, such as in the case of the tanker Bouchard in Buzzards Bay, the
public is left with the lion's share of the cleanup cost.

The DEIS should contain the entire oil spill prevention and cleanup plan. It should also describe in
detail the environmental impacts of an oil storage tank failure. Moreover, the developer should be
required to post a bond in an amount to cover the cleanup cost of an il spill.

Avian Impacts
Dead Neck and Sampson's Islands are the nesting habitat of one of the larger piping plover populations in

the northeastern U.S. In addition, hundreds of terns and other shorebirds use these islands as nesting and
feeding habitats. The DEIS makes no mention of these or any other specific bird habitats on adjacent
shores that could be affected by the proposed project. It uses mainly extrapolations from foreign sites to
prove that mortality is not "biologically significant" or that migrants "are expected to avoid" the turbine
structures. It states that collisions with turbine structures will be a small fraction of the nationwide
collisions with structures but makes no mention as to what the expected collisions may be as a percentage
of the local bird population.

It is our opinion that the DEIS should include information on the interconnections of the more than 20
bird sanctuaries that abut the project area. There is no scientific study in the DEIS that addresses the post
spring migration patterns between these sanctuaries. From our observations, we have noted that as birds
arrive in the spring, they set up territories for a time but for reasons unknown some birds may move out of
the area. It is our concern that this inter-sound migration will put these threatened and endangered birds
at a significant risk of collision with the proposed 130 wind turbines.

The DEIS should address the impacts of the project on each specific major nesting area from which
birds could fly into the project area in the normal course of foraging or migration. We believe that
at least 5 years of avian studies covering the Cape and Islands by an independent scientific
organization will be necessary before any reasonable projections of avian project impacts can be
made.

Recreational Fishing Impacts

A substantial percentage of our members use Horseshoe Shoal for fishing. Targeted species include
striped bass, bluefish, fluke, and scup. Several fundraising tournaments held annually by local fishing
clubs use the shoal as an important catch area. Large areas of the Shoal will be closed off to fishing
during several years of construction.

There seems to be no precedent as to how the vibrations, underwater sounds, and moving shadows might
affect the presence of these particular species. The scour matting proposed to be placed at the base of the
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wind towers will affect finfish habitat, but little site-specific data is provided on these impacts. In the
event of structural failure of the mats, what plan is in place to supplement this matting? However, we can
easily speculate that there will have to be some significant negative impacts on these species.

With no localized well-found science to back it up, the DEIS can only make assumptions on marine
animal impacts in the proposed site. Its statement that "finfish are expected to rapidly return" after
construction is inadequate at best. Research that is more direct is needed into the effects of habitat
alteration on sport fish populations.

The DEIS also fails to examine what the impacts of the project might be on the aesthetics of fishing
among over one hundred large rotating turbines. It is our belief that the project would greatly
hamper and discourage recreational and charter fishing among these mechanical behemoths.

Boating and Navigation Impacts
In addition to fishing, many of our members and local residents cruise through the proposed site on their

way to the striped bass, bluefish, and Atlantic bluefin tuna grounds east of Chatham and Nantucket.
Passages to Nantucket Harbor and Muskegat channel will also pass through the site. A significant
percentage of these boats have no radar, and even if radar equipped, they would have to reduce speed
significantly in the restricted visibility through the field of turbines. Even with radar, the multitude of
blips on a radar screen coupled with the numerous foghorns proposed would be confusing to a boater.
Therefore, the risk of boats colliding with each other, or with a turbine tower, will be high in the reduced
visibility so common to Nantucket Sound. The DEIS blithely states that "necessary action to avoid
collision is the responsibility of the vessel's captain.”

The DEIS glosses over impacts on recreational and charter fishing boat movements and makes only
guesses at what the consequences may be. In addition, the DEIS contains no evaluation of the
impacts of the turbines on search and rescue operations in the turbine field.

Visual & Noise Impacts

There is a large component of our community who cherish the unobstructed view from our beaches and
from their boats. Indeed, it is this uncluttered view of the sea that draws people to visit and live here on
Cape Cod. Construction of the proposed project represents a global change in the character of Nantucket
Sound. At night, the 390 navigation lights will mar the views of the moon and stars. During the frequent
fog conditions on the Sound the deafening noise from 137 non-synchronized fog horns will be
unimaginable and confusing to navigation.

We believe that the DEIS is totally inadequate in addressing this change in character on the overall
aesthetic value and nature of Cape Cod.

Channel Deposition
Three Bays Preservation, the Town of Barnstable, and Barnstable County spend major amounts of money

to dredge our south-facing channels to remove waterborne sand. We believe that the process of driving
monopoles for the turbines towers and service platform and vibra-plowing trenches for the hundreds of
miles of interconnecting cables will produce large amounts of sand depositions that will aggravate the
siltation problem we already have in our channels. No evaluation of such impacts is contained in the
DEIS.

We believe that the DEIS should contain a detailed hydrodynamic model to determine the extent
and direction of sand and silt suspended during the construction of the project and where and how
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much deposition will occur. This study should also include the effects of propeller-driven
suspension resulting from the repeated traffic from construction vessels.

Cumulative Impacts

The EIS looks primarily at the individual impacts of the project but fails to address the cumulative
negative impacts in a holistic manner. Although the individual probability of an adverse effect may be
small, the possibility of any one of dozens of negative impacts occurring in a specific time frame is much
higher. In addition, the DEIS does not address the cumulative negative impacts over a long period of
time. Further, no mitigation plan is proposed to address impacts arising from the proposed project. In the
event that an unforeseen consequence of the proposed project does arise, what remedy does the public
have to alleviate that impact?

The DEIS must address the long-term combined and cumulative effects of every potential negative
impact using state-of-the-art environmental probability techniques.

In closing, it is our belief that a body of water that is so valuable to the nature of its surroundings should
not be sacrificed to a developer seeking cheap land and federal subsidies for his pure profit motive. The
cumulative potential negative impacts of the project far outweigh any public benefit. It is our request that
this project receive substantial further review before any consideration is given to granting this permit.

Very truly yours,

RY Lelhogom .

William G. Gahagan
President

Ce:

Sen. Rob O’Leary

Exec. Office of Environmental Affairs
Osterville Anglers Club

Mass Audubon

Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound
Assoc. to Preserve Cape Cod

Cotuit Waders

Windstop.org

SafeWind.org

Barnstable LLand Trust

Rep. Demetrius Atsalis

Rep. Jeff Perry

Cape Cod Commission

Coastal Zone Management

Cape Cod Times

Barnstable Patriot

John Klirnm
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THE SOLUTION

Three Bays Preservation has reacted vigorously to find
solutions to this crisis.

With the power to save our environment comes
enormous responsibilicy: the many species of animals
and plants that have shared their habitat with us
deserve our best efforts to clean up the Three Bays.
Marine birds, fish, shellfish, and other wildlife=including
several endangered species—count on us for their
survival. And from the eel grass that makes a habitat
for crabs and shellfish and a nursery for fish, to the
beach grasses that anchor the fragile shore, the plants
that grow throughout these Three Bays are crucial to
their health.

It is well within our power, and it is also our responsi-
bility—our privilege—to protect this smal! but vulnerable
corner of the world.

Become a member today. We need the support of
concerned citizens to accomplish our goals. If we
don't do whatever we ¢an to restore and protect the
Three Bays, who will?

Mat algae in Warren's Cove

Three Bays Preservation, Inc.

Mission and Goals

Three Bays Preservation, Inc. is a not-for-profiz environmental
organization created to preserve, mdintain, protect and
enhance the aquatic environment and related ecosystems of
the three bay estuary comprised of West Bay, North Bay,
Cotuit Bay and envirans, in Barnstable County, Cape Cod,
Massachusetts, and to take action to forestall and minimize
threats ta the health of the Three Bays system.

The goals of Three Bays Preservation are to;

* Restore and protect the Bays' habitats to ensure a
diverse, balanced, and healthy population of fish,
shelifish, wildlife, and plants.

* Assure that the beneficial uses of the Three Bays
watershed, including fishing, swimming, navigation
and shellfishing, are improved and protected.

*+ Monitor, maintain and protect the integrity of Dead
Neck and Sampson's Island, sustaining the natural
habitat and encouraging the vitality of the nature
preserve.

* increase our scientific understanding of the Three
Bays watershed and estuary and use that knowledge
to stimulate appropriate public actions.

* Improve water quality by initiating action to eliminate
and prevent pallution at its source, and help minimize
the discharge of pollutants from peint and non-point
sources.,

» Maximize the exchange of water with Nantucket
Sound by improving hydraulic flushing through the
use of dredging and other waterway modifications.

* Increase public knowledge about the Three Bays
ecosystems and stimulate public involvement in the
restoration and protection of the health of the Bays.

*» Establish partnerships with Town, County and State
Agencies, as well as other environmental interest
groups, to achieve these goals.

i
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Cotuit Bay, North Bay,
West Bay,
Dead Neck and
Our Coves.

Together, they comprise an
ecosystem in crisis.



THE PROBLEM

Eutrophication, caused by excessive nitrogen buildup
from home septic systems, causes algae blooms such
as sea lettuce which decompose to foul beaches and
rob water of oxygen needed by fish, shellfish and
other bay creatures.

The decomposing algae harms other plant life,
degrades marine habitats. and ruins water quality.
Road runoff and improper disposal of boat wastes
have further contaminated bay waters and closed
sheilfish beds.

Nitrogen loading and eutrophication present a
serious threat to the beauty and heaith of our bays
and the value of our hames, and inhibit the
opportunities for swimming, boating and fishing.

The Problem Compounded

Shoaling has clogged existing channels and reduced
the flushing capacity of the Three Bays. Without
proper flushing, the waters of our bays will become
increasingly contaminated.

The erosion of Dead Neck Barrier Isiand is also
interfering with the circulation of bay waters, The
alarming migration of sand along Dead Neck is
closing the 250-foot entrance to Cotuit Bay at a
rate of | | feet per year,

lettuce
n

North Bay

HOW YOU CAN HELP

By being a member of Three Bays Preservation, you join
the effort to restore the water quality of our
magnificent necklace of bays.

Your membership helps us to:

» Continue keeping you informed about our projects
via newsletter, website and special events

* Promote public awareness of the problems facing
the Three Bays area

* Encourage citizen participation in clean-up activities

» Continue our mission and pursue our goals, as
stated on the back panel.

Support ongoing efforts to improve the quality of life
on Cape Cod. If we don't take the initiative to
restore and protect the Three Bays, who will?

ANNUAL FEE: $25
You will receive:
* Quarterly mailing of the Three Bays Monitor
newsletter
« Invitations to events, including the Annual Meeting
+ Access to Dead Meck
« Three Bays window sticker

GIVE THE GIFT OF MEMBERSHIP!

Membership in Three Bays Preservation makes a great
gife that can be enjoyed all year. The gift recipient will
receive a welcome package including the newsletter,
membership card, and information about upcoming
events, Complete the attached form to share the joy
of membership.

Three Bays Preservation, Inc.
864 Main Street
PO.Box 215
Osterville, MA 02655

Phone: 508.420.0780
Fax: 508.420.4489

Email: info(@ 3bays.org
www.3bays.org

MEMBERSHIP ENROLLMENT FORM
4 Yes, | want to be a member of Three Bays Preservatian.

Enclosed is the membership fee of $25.

Mamae (Mr, Firi, Mo, Mis)

Smmar Addreds

City. Sate. Tip

Surmenier P

Windar Addredy

City, Sate, Fip

Winer Frane

Pdames o addicional family card hobders

Gift Membership Information

Narne o gt e ipiea)

Suenimer Address

Mames of sdditionsd bemily card bildens

Payment Information

Membership dues: 5
Additignal gift [to support the mission): $_

Gift Membarship dues; $

Total :

Please make checks payable to Three Bays Preservatian,
and mail to:

Three Bays Preservation, Inc.
PO.Box 215
Osterville, MA 02655



Three Bays Preservation, Inc
Mission and Goals

Three Bays Preservation, Inc is a not-for-profit
environmental organization created to preserve,
maintain, protect and enhance the aquatic environment
and related ecosystems of the three bay estuary
comprised of West Bay, North Bay, Cotuit Bay and
environs, in Bamnstable County, Cape Cod,
Massachusetts, and to take action to forestall and
minimize threats to the health of the Three Bays system.

The goals of Three Bays Preservation are to:

® Restore and protect the Bays' habitats to ensure 2
diverse, balanced, and healthy population of fish,
shellfish, wildlife, and plants.

e Assure that the beneficial uses of the Three Bays
watershed, including fishing, swimming,
navigation and shellfishing, are improved and
protected.

¢ Monitor, maintain and protect the integrity of
Dead Neck and Sampson's Island, sustaining the
natural habitat and encouraging the vitality of the
nature preserve,

e Increase our scientific understanding of the Three
Bays watershed and estuary and use that
knowledge to stimulate appropriate public actions.

e Improve water quality by initiating action to
eliminate and prevent pollution at its source, and
help minimize the discharge of pollutants from
point and non-point sources.

e Maximize the exchange of water with Nantucket
Sound by improving hydraulic flushing through
the use of dredging and other waterway
modifications.

o Increase public knowledge about the Three Bays
ecosystems and stimulate public involvement in
the restoration and protection of the health of the
Bays.

¢ Hstablish partnerships with Town, County and
State Agencies, as well as other environmental
interest groups, to achieve these goals.



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Richard S Heinrich [nanrich286@juno.com]

Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 4.06 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Public Comment:/ Cape Cod Wind Energy Proposal

REF: Cape Cod Wind Energy Proposal

H

To: Col. Thomas Keaning U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
and Karen Kirk-Adams, Cape Wind Energy EIS Project.
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I find that today is the last day for the public to make comments
on the cape wind project and | want to be part of this process.

I find the approval process is lacking and the general concerns
of the region not being addressed.

| am in favor of renewable energy but not in favor of this project as

it is currently outlined.

The interconnections between the proposed wind farm and the power grid
is specifically troubling not to mention the most favorable location for

the developer for the turbines in Nantucket Sound.

Please count me against the project at this time, thank you.
Sincerely,

Richard S. Heinrich, of Bedford and Mashpee MA.



COMMENTS OF
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC.
ON THE
CAPE WIND ENERGY PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS REFERENCE FILE NAE-2004-338-1
FEBRUARY 24, 2005

Katherine Kennedy

Nathanael Greene

Sarah Chasis

NRDC

40 W. 20™ St.

New York, New York 10011

ph: (212) 727-4463

fax: (212) 727-1773

email: kkennedyi@nrdc.org
ngreene(@nrde.org
schasist@nrdc.org




INTRODUCTION

The Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. (“"NRDC”) respectfully submits
these comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Development of Regional Impact (“DEIS”™) for the proposal by Cape
Wind Associates LLC (“Cape Wind”) to construct the Cape Wind Energy Project, a 130
turbine offshore wind project proposed in federal waters in Nantucket Sound off Cape
Cod, Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket, Massachusetts, NRDC is a national
environmental advocacy organization with its headquarters in New York City. NRDC
has almost 500,000 members nationally, including aimost 18,000 in Massachusetts.
NRDC uses law, science and the support of our members and online activists to protect
the planet's wildlife and wild places and to ensure a safe and healthy environment for all
living things. Combating global warming and protecting the marine environment are two
of NRDC’s highest priorities.

NRDC has long been a strong supporter of increased use of wind energy. The
technology for producing electricity from wind energy has improved greatly over the past
twenty years, and wind—on and offshore—now represents one of the most promising
sources of emissions free electricity. More than 4200 megawatts (“MW™) of wind power
have been installed on land in the United States, most of it in the West, and in the process
much has been learned about siting and designing wind generation to minimize
environmental damage. Recent proposals for offshore wind farms—most prominently
Cape Wind-—have focused attention on the benefits and impacts of offshore wind. Cape
Wind and other offshore proposals for wind electricity generating facilities off the East

Coast present an opportunity to boost significantly the amount of energy produced from



renewable sources in the eastern United States. Indeed, offshore wind power is probably
the region’s largest untapped renewable energy resource. Developing this resource is
essential to help reduce local, regional and global air pollution that threatens public
health, critical habitat, and the very sustainability of the planet.

At the same time, offshore wind energy projects will utilize areas of the ocean
that are held in common by citizens of the United States, and, if improperly sited and
designed, could pose risks to natural resources in biologically-rich near shore waters.
Renewable energy projects must not — and need not — undermine protection of coastal
habitats and living marine resources. To further this goal, prior to the siting and operation
of such projects, NRDC strongly supports comprehensive environmental reviews to
consider potential impacts on coastal and marine life and habitats, the safety of local and
migratory bird populations, visual impacts, and noise. However, no form of power
generation is without some impacts. Therefore, environmental reviews should also
address the substantial near- and long-term environmenta! benefits that wind projects can
provide to allow a balanced assessment of proposed projects, particularly in comparison
to other forms of electricity generation,

With these principles in mind, NRDC has a strong interest in the environmental
and public health benefits of the Cape Wind Project, which would provide up to 450 MW
of electric power without emitting any air pollution. At the same time, NRDC has also
strongly supported a full environmental review process for the Cape Wind Project to
ensure that both its benefits and impacts are fully analyzed and disclosed, and that any
negative environmental impacts are fully mitigated. NRDC staff and outside experts,

working in coordination with the Conservation Law Foundation, have now reviewed the



4,000 page Drafi Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) prepared by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers for the Cape Wind project.’ NRDC’s review of the DEIS focuses on
the three substantive areas that we have identified as most crucial to understanding the
benefits and impacts of the Cape Wind Project. In Section I, we discuss the substantial air
pollution and public health benefits of the Cape Wind Project, which are areas where the
DEIS’s discussion should be amplified. In Section 11, we discuss the DEIS’s analysis of
potential acoustic impacts of the Project on marine species, particularly during
construction, and we recommend additional mitigation measures to minimize the
potential for any marine mammal impacts. In Section III, we discuss the DEIS’s analysis
of the potential impacts of the Project on the endangered Roseate Tern and recommend a
pathway toward better understanding these potential impacts and toward fully exploring
available operational and design options to minimize or avoid any such impacts. Lastly,
in Section IV, we discuss proposed next steps for the project and outline an approach to
developing an adaptive management program that will ensure that any unexpected post-
operational impacts are monitored and mitigated.

NRDC believes that the public interest will be best served if the Cape Wind
Project continues through the permitting process, and, if possible, to construction and
operation. This will depend upon an ultimate determination that the Project’s benefits
outweigh its impacts, that the Project is consistent with protection of wildlife and
ecosystems in Nantucket Sound and that it complies with all applicable laws. The Project

has cleared many hurdles during a long and public environmental review and permitting

"NRDC would like to thank and acknowledge the assistance of Dr. Jan Beyea in assisting NRDC in analyzing the
avian sections ol the DEIS and Dr. Christopher Clark in analyzing the acoustic and marine mammal sections.



process. However, not surprisingly for a project of this size and complexity, and the first
of its kind in the Umited States, the Project’s quite thorough environmental review has left
some questions still unresolved. The Project’s potential impacts on the endangered
Roseate Tern are a key area where more answers are needed. It is important that this
issue be addressed and resolved in the near future in the context of finalizing the EIS.

We strongly hope that additional analysis and, if necessary, any additional data
collection, will demonstrate that the Project is consistent with marine wildlife protection,
allowing the Project to proceed. We stand ready to participate in any further regulatory,
scientific review or stakeholder process necessary to achieve this goal.

L. THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS OF THE CAPE
WIND PROJECT.

The DEIS focuses almost exclusively on the potential negative environmental
impacts from the proposed Cape Wind project, but unlike most large power plant
projects, the Cape Wind project would provide large and important air quality and public
health benefits. While the DEIS provides sufficient quantification of the reduction in air
pollution, more needs to be said about the importance of these reductions on a local,
regional and global level. The final EIS should also provide a greater discussion of the
importance of renewables generally and of this project in particular. Finally, all of the
Project’s benefits should be brought together in one section that allows for a clear

presentation of these benefits and the broader context that they provide.

A, Air Quality and Public Health Benefits

As part of the needs analysis, Cape Wind hired La Capra Associates to assess the

air pollution emissions reductions associated with the operations of the proposed project.



Using marginal emissions rates from the year 2000 for the New England Power Pool, La
Capra estimated that the project would result in annual emissions reductions of about
1,180 tons of nitrogen oxides (NOx}, 4,000 tons of sulfur dioxide (SO,), 949,000 tons of
carbon dioxide (CO,), a “few hundred” pounds of mercury, and an unspecified amount of
particulate matter. DEIS at 5.15.2. For the purposes of assessing the public health
benefits, the DEIS uses an estimate of 177 tons per year based on the average year 2000
emissions of three plants in the Cape region. The DEIS discussed these reductions in
terms of the regulatory requirements that the Project and Massachusetts face, and the
section on public health benefits from the project provides some assessment of the
importance of reductions in particulate matter. DEIS at 5.16.4.3. However, there is
insufficient explanation of the broader public health benefits associated with reducing
emissions of each of these pollutants.”

i. Local Benefits

Even though the assessment of potential emissions reduction for mercury and
particulates relies on data from past years, there is no doubt that reductions will occur and
that they will provide important public health benefits. [ndeed, the assessment of the
potential public health benefits from reduced particulate emissions contained in the DEIS
provides a clear picture of how important the air pollution benefits of the project could
be.

Particulates. Unlike NOx, SO,, and CO;,, for which the DEIS draws on

NEPOOIL marginal emissions rates for particulates, due to lack of better data the DEIS

* The information presented in these comment on health effects from air pollution draws heavily from materials
prepared by Synapse Energy Economics including especially: Woold, et. al., Air Quality in Queens County:
Opportunities for Cleaning Up the Air in Queens County and Neighboring Regions, Synapse Energy Economics, May
2003. The health effects information in this report was researched and written by: Dr. Jonathan Levy, Patrick Kinney,
Susan Greco and Kim Knowlton.



simply uses the average year 2000 particulate emissions rate for three plants in the Cape
region. See notes at Table 5.16-4. As a result the public health benefits calculated in the
DEIS should be considered indicative rather than precisely predictive. Nevertheless, they
provide a clear picture of the public health importance of this pollutant and the
importance of the Project in reducing its emissions.

Particulate matter can contain many different chemicals or substances, and can
vary greatly in size. The term “PM;o” refers to particles less than 10 micrometers (um) in
diameter. Similarly, “PM; s” refers to particles less than 2.5 pm in diameter. A large
body of work has been developed over the past several decades, documenting significant
health impacts from exposure to PMjg. However, over the past decade, evidence has
grown of even greater health risks from fine particulate pollution. Fine particles are
believed to pose greater health risks than larger particles, because they are small enough
to be inhaled deep into the lungs, while larger particles tend to be deposited in the upper
airways. In fact, some scientists are beginning to discuss “ultrafine” particles, less than
0.1 um in diameter, as potentially the most dangerous particles.’

In response to the growing evidence of health impacts from fine particulates, EPA
promulgated new ambient air standards for fine particulate matter in 1997. (Previously,
only PM,o had been regulated.) As the DEIS points out, Massachusetts is expected to be
designated “attainment/unclassifiable” due to insufficient data. However, even at levels
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards reduction in fine particulate emissions

can have important health benefits.

* Spengler 1, Wilson R 1996, “Emissions, dispersion, and concentration of particles,” in Wilson R and Spengler JD.
(cds): Particles in Our Air: Concentrations and Health Effects, Harvard School of Public Health.



Two of the most important fine particle types are secondary sulfate and nitrate
particles. The term “secondary” refers to the fact that they are formed in the atmosphere,
as the primary pollutants emitted from smokestacks react with each other and naturally
occurring substances. Sulfates are formed in the atmosphere when SO, gas reacts with
ammonia gas, and nitrates form in reactions involving NOy emissions. On average,
sulfates and nitrates together make up about half of ambient fine particulate matter in the
Northeast. As discussed later the estimates of NOx and SO; emissions reductions are
only first order estimates, but still the Cape Wind project will certainly reduce the levels
of both primary and secondary fine particulate emissions.

Fine particulate matter can travel long distances in the atmosphere, meaning that
power plants across a wide geographic area contribute to fine particulate pollution in
New England. However, the maximum pollutant concentrations from any given source
are generally close to the source — anywhere from less than a mile to tens of miles,
depending on the height of emission and the type of particulate matter.* Thus, New
England residents will benefit more from reductions in fine particulate emissions at New
England power plants than from reductions at plants in other upwind states.

A large body of scientific work documents a range of health impacts, including
premature death especially from cardiopulmonary and lung cancer related complications,
from short-term exposure to PMy. A recent summary article found well over one

hundred published studies, and the findings of these studies are extraordinarily

4 Levy JI, Spengler 1D 2002, Modeling the benefits of power plant emission controls in Massachusetts. J Air Waste
Manage Assoc 52: 5-18. Levy ]I, Spengler JD, Hlinka D, Sullivan D, Moon D 2002. Using CALPUFT to evaluate
the impacts of power plant emissions in Illinois: Mode! sensitivity and implications. Atmos Environ 36: 1063-1075.



consistent.” However, over the past decade several important studies have focused
attention on fine particulates. Two of the most compelling studies are prospective cohort
studies that control for potential confounding factors at the individual level, such as
smoking, age and occupational exposure. These studies are known as the Six Cities study
and the American Cancer Society study.® Though other cohort studies exist, these two
studies are most often cited, primarily because they have undergone extensive scrutiny
and re-analysis.

In 2000, the Health Effects Institute (HEI) released two much anticipated reports
on the health effects of fine particulate matter: the National Mortality, Morbidity and Air
Pollution Study and the Particle Epidemiology Re-Analysis Project.7 Both studies
strongly support the results of the Six Cities and American Cancer Society studies, and
resolve some of the uncertainties identified in those studies (particularly with respect to
the extent to which the health effects discussed in these studies could be attributed to
other pollutants).

Using a study by the Harvard School of Public Health, the DEIS calculates that
reduced particulate emissions due to the Cape Wind project could avoid 12 premature
deaths, 20 cases of bronchitis, 200 emergency room visits, 5,000 asthma attacks, 15,000
restricted activity days, and 35,000 respiratory symptom days. These public health
benefits would have an annual monetary value of about $53 million. DEIS at 5.16.4.3

page 5-270.

* Stich DM, Judak S, Burnett RT 2002, Meta-analysis of time-series studies of air pollution and mortality: Effects of
gases and particles and the influence of cause of death, age, and season. J Air Waste Manage Assoc 52: 470-484.

® Dockery DW, Pope CA 11, Xu X, Spengler JD, Ware JH, Fay ME, Ferris BG Jr., Speizer FE 1993. An association
beiween air pollution and mortality in six U.S, cities. New Eng ] Med 329: 1753-1759.

Pope CA T, Thun MI, Namboodiri MM, Dockery DW, Evans IS, Speizer FE, Heath CW Jr. 1995. Particulate air
pollution as a predictor of mortality in a prospective study of U.S. adults. Amer J Respir Crit Care Med 151: 669-674,
? Health Effects Institute, The National Morbidity, Mortality and Air Pollution Study, July 2000. Health Effects
Institute, Reanalysis of the Harvard Six Cities Study and the American Cancer Society Study of Particulate Air
Pollution and Morbidity, July 2000.



In sum, very real and measurable health benefits will accrue to the citizens of
Massachusetts and New England if ambient fine particulate levels are lowered, and it is

critical to factor these benefits into assessments of the proposed Cape Wind project.

Mercury and Other Toxics. A wide variety of air pollutants have been classified
as toxic. Mercury is by far the most important air toxic in the electric power industry,
due to the quantities in which it is emitted by coal-fired plants and its health impacts.
However, fossil-fired power plants also emit a range of toxic substances. Combustion of
natural gas, for example, produces appreciable levels of formaldehyde, a product of
incomplete methane oxidation, and plants burning residual oil often emit significant
levels of nickel. Municipal solid waste incinerators, which burn about 40 percent fossil-
fuel based products, produce a significant amount of mercury and are also a major source
of dioxins. Dioxins have been demonstrated to be highly carcinogenetic, even in
extremely small amounts. Though substances like these rank behind mercury in terms of
the total health risks posed, reducing the levels at which they are emitted will provide
benefits.

Fish consumption is the dominant exposure pathway for methylmercury, the form
of mercury most dangerous to humans. As airborne mercury is deposited in lakes and
rivers, it accumulates in sediments and in the tissues of certain species of fish.
Populations that regularly consume local fish — generally lower income populations — and
pregnant women and children are most at risk. Methylmercury is a developmental
neurotoxin that damages the nervous systems of fetuses and children following a brief
exposure period. Advisories warn citizens not to eat fish from specified lakes and rivers

in over 40 U.S. states, including Massachuseits.
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1i. Regional Benefits

Because NOx and SO; emissions are easily transported by the wind, they can
impact large regions. In part because of this, SO; has been regulated under a national cap
and trade system for over a decade and NOx emissions are regulated under a regional cap
and trade system in the Northeast. Because of the trading mechanism involved in these
regulations, the emissions reductions estimated by La Capra in the DEIS can only be
considered first order estimates. However it is reasonable to expect that the presence of
the Cape Wind project would eventually enable the lowering of the caps for these
pollutants and that some if not all of the emissions reductions estimated by La Capra
could be locked in through other regulatory mechanisms. Certainly the cap and trade
systems are essential to maintaining this trend, but the simple fact is that cleaner, newer
resources are what make it possible and the Cape Wind project would greatly contribute
to continuing these trends. We also note that a recent New England Power Pool analysis
of marginal emissions rates in New England shows a regular downward trend in
emissions, which the analysis attributes to the addition of less polluting resources.® This
suggests that the addition of Cape Wind will continue and increase this trend. Even if
only a portion of the estimated emissions are realized, the final EIS should contain a
greater discussion of the public health benefits that would accrue from reducing this two
important pollutants.

Nitrogen Oxides. Nitrogen oxides (NOy) are regulated as a criteria pollutant

because they have been shown to have both environmental and human health impacts.

On the environmental side, NO, combines with water in the atmosphere to form nitric

¥ 2003 NEPOOL Marginal Cinissions Rate Analysis, Dec, 2004 at 9. http://www.iso-
ne.com/Planning_Reports/Emissions/Marginal _Emissions_Analysis_2003.pdf
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acid, which contributes to the acidification of lakes and soils. On the public health side,
NOx is a precursor to both fine particulate matter and ground-level ozone, or “smog.”

Emissions of NOy are a major contributor to two of the most important airborne
health threats in the world - ozone and fine particulates. Like nitrates and sulfates, ozone
1s a secondary pollutant. Ozone is formed most intensively during the summer months
through reaction of NOx, volatile organic compounds, and sunlight. The reaction is
temperature dependent, and more ozone is formed from these precursors at higher
temperatures.

In Massachusetts, as for much of the East Coast, NO, emissions have been
regulated via a regional cap during the “ozone season,” the period from May 1 through
September 30 of each year. This is the period during which ozone formation causes the
most significant air pollution problems and health impacts. As noted in the DEIS, DEIS
at Section 5.15, page 255, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
(“MADEP”) has established an allotment of NOx emissions credits that would be
available to a project such as Cape Wind. If the project collects these credits and sells
them to other potential emitters, and these other plants actually emit more pollution as a
result, then the La Capra estimates would overstate emissions reductions by the amount
of credits allocated to the project. However, as is discussed above, there is ample reason
to believe that the Project would help to enable a continuing trend in lowering these
emissions beyond what the current cap and trade system drives.

In 2004, EPA promulgated a new 8-hour ozone standard and Massachusetts is in
moderate nonattainment, which will require the state to go significantly further than the

current State Implementation Plan based on a 1-hour standard. Thus it is very likely that
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the Cape Wind project would become part of the Massachusetts State Implementation
Plan to reduce ozone levels effectively locking in the Cape Wind emissions reductions.

Ozone is a strong oxidant gas that, upon inhalation, causes damage to the
sensitive cells deep within the lung. Ozone exposure has been associated with a variety
of respiratory effects in both human chamber studies (in which human subjects are
exposed to controlled levels of ozone) and epidemiological studies. These effects include
pulmonary inflammation, decreases in lung function and the precipitation of asthma
attacks.

Epidemiological studies have reported acute associations between ozone and a
number of health outcomes, including respiratory symptoms, asthma exacerbations,
emergency room visits, hospital admissions, and deaths. One recent article summarized
this literature and provided estimates for three acute health outcomes that tend to
contribute most to the total impacts of ozone — premature deaths, hospital admissions for
respiratory causes, and days with minor restricted activities.” In addition, a growing body
of research indicates that there are long-term health effects associated with chronic (as

opposed to acute) exposure to ozone.

Sulfur dioxide. Sulfur dioxide (SO,) is a criteria pollutant and the major
contributor to acid rain. SO, also contributes to respiratory illness, especially among
children and the elderly and results in visibility impairment through the formation of
haze. SO, is emitted from fossil fuel generation when elemental sulfur is present in the

fuel source. Because of the relatively high sulfur levels in coal, coal-fired power plants

® Levy JI, Carrothers TJ, Tuomisto J, Hammitt JK, Fvans IS 2001a. Assessing the public health benefits of reduced
ozone concentrations. Environ Health Perspect 109: 1215-1226.
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are responsible for the vast majority of electric utility SO, emissions. The electric

generating sector is responsible for over 65 percent of U.S. SO, emissions.'°

Atmospheric SO, and NOy interact with water vapor and other gases to form
acidic solutions of sulfuric and nitric acid. Deposition of these acids, commonly known
as acid rain, occurs when these acidic solutions (or their gaseous and particle-based
counterparts) fall to the earth. Acid rain damages the natural environment by changing
soil composition, acidifying lakes and streams, and harming forests and vegetation. The
acidification of water bodies often results in their inability to support aquatic or plant life.
Long-term exposure to acid rain poses a serious threat to the health and biodiversity of an
ecosystem. Acid rain also accelerates the decay of buildings and monuments.

The EPA’s Acid Rain program was established to achieve the SO; reduction goals
of Title IV of the Clean Air Act. The program, which is currently in its second phase,
utilizes market-based mechanisms such as emission allowance auctions and trading to
obtain 8O, emission reductions at over 2,000 fossil-fueled generating units across the
country. As noted, the Acid Rain program has been successful, but additional reductions
are necessary. A 1995 EPA study estimated that SO, and NOy emissions need to be
reduced another 40-50 percent beyond Clean Air Act requirements in order to protect
sensitive ecosystems. "

Thus, while it is possible that initially any reductions in SO, emissions caused by
the Cape Wind project will simply be turned into credits and sold to allow higher

emissions at other sources, in the long run, it is also likely that the presence of Cape

10 See US EPA, Air Quality Where You Live, available at http://www epa.gov/air/urbanait/
" See: Governor Pataki’s Environmental Press Release, Governor Pataki Proposes Toughest Acid Rain Contrals in the

Nation, February 14, 2002, Available at http://www.dec state.ny. us/website/press/newrelgv. html.
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Wind and other zero tailpipe emissions projects similar to it will help to sustain the trend
toward lower emissions and to justify lower SO, emissions caps.

1ii. Global Benefits: Global Warming.

Global warming is one of the greatest environmental threats facing the world
today. Despite this, it receives only passing mention in the DEIS with virtually no
discussion of its already mounting impacts on public health, wildlife, habitats and the
economies of the world, including New England and Cape Cod. Carbon dioxide (CO,) is
the most prevalent of the greenhouse gases — gases that are trapping heat in the earth’s
atmosphere and warming the earth’s surface. Consequences of climate change include
the spread of infectious diseases, an increase in the frequency and severity of extreme
weather events, coastal zone flooding, loss of habitat, and agricultural disruption. Power
generation is the largest U.S. source of CO,, responsible for nearly 40 percent of total
U.S. emissions.

In July 2003, the United Nations World Meteorological Organization (WMO)
released a report stating that recent severe weather events including heat waves and
severe storms are attributable to global warming.'> The WMO notes that the number of
such events have been increasing during the past several years. Past studies of the
regional impacts of such severe weather events and potential sea level rise have
suggested that New England and in particular the Cape and Islands are vulnerable to
global warming. Figure 1 shows the parts of the Cape and Islands that would be flooded

by a 1.5 and 3 meter storm flood."

12 “Extreme weather set to inctease” at http://www.news24.com/News24/Technology/News/0,,2-13-
1443_1381680,00.html,

1 I.G.Titus and C.Richman, 2000, “Maps of Lands Vulnerable to Sea Level Rise: Modeled Elevations Along the U.S.
Atlantic and Gulf Coasts.” Climate Rescarch 2000. Elevations based on computer models, not actual surveys. Coastal
protection elforts may prevent some low-lying areas from being flooded as sea level rises. The 1.5-meter contour
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Figure 1. Potential areas of flooding from sea level rise (red-below 1.5 meters, blue-
1.5 to 3.5 meters, white above 3.5 meters).
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More frequent flooding in the near-term and sea level rise will not only destroy
extremely valuable property in the Cape and Island regions, but will also destroy much of
the habitat used by birds, including, particularly, the endangered Roseate Terns discussed
in other parts of these comments.

Global climate models also predict that worldwide daily mortality and morbidity
due to extreme heat events could significantly increase in this century, especially among
the elderly poor who often have pre-existing health conditions and may lack air

conditioning or access to air conditioned spaces. Other health impacts of climate change

depicted is currently about 1.3-meters above mean sea level, and is typically 90 cm above mean high tide. Parts of the
area depicted in red will be above mean sea level for at least 100 years and probably 200 years. The 3.5-meter contour
illustrates the area that might be flooded over a period of several centuries. However the window of opportunity Lo
avoid significant global warming and the likely accompanying sea level rise through by reducing anthropogenic
greenhouse gas emission is estimated to close in about 10 years,
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could include increased rates of secondary air pollutant formation (e.g., ground-level
ozone and particulate matter), incidence of vector-borne and water-borne diseases and, as
noted, increased frequency and severity of storms."*

Of course, the Cape Wind project will not, in and of itself, stop global warming,
However, it is, to our knowledge, the largest single source of supply-side reductions in
CO; currently proposed in the United States, and perhaps in the world. Furthermore
given current rates of greenhouse gas emissions and the current concentration of these
gases in the atmosphere, it is possible to estimate the amount of zero-carbon emission
electricity resources we need to be adding per day to avoid unacceptable levels of global
warming. Figure 2 shows the required levels given different potential levels of warming
and different potential sensitivities of the global temperature to greenhouse gases. The
figure also shows the IEA’s forecast of the rate at which we are likely to build these
resources over the next 30 years—Iless than one-tenth of what we need to be building to
avoid a 2 degree Celsius warming given a mid-range sensitivity to greenhouse gases. The
only way we can be sanguine about the rate at which we are currently building resources
such as Cape Wind is if we assume that we can tolerate a 3 degree Celsius warming and
that the climate is extremely insensitive to greenhouse gases. (Note that the temperature

difference between today and the last ice age is just 5 degrees Celsius).

" Climate Change and Public Health: Impact Assessment for the NYC Metropolitan Region at
http://metroeast_climate.ciesin.columbia.edu/heaith.html.

17



Figure 2. Required Clean Energy Build Rates.
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The final EIS should contain a much more detailed discussion of the importance of the

potential CO, emissions reductions, their benefits and the context in which the Cape

Wind project’s emissions reductions would occur.

B. Other Environmental Benefits

i. Reduced Fossil Fuel_ Use

The discussion of the No-Action Alternative gives only passing mention to the
broad benefits of reduced reliance on fossil fuels that the Cape Wind project offers. The
final bullet in Section 3.3 reads: “[Under the No-Action Alternative| Secondary
environmental impacts related to fossil fuel production, transportation and storage will
continue or increase (such as mining of coal, LNG transportation safety, oil spills from
marine barges, natural gas pipeline construction etc.).” DEIS at 3.3 page 2-28. Obviously

these impacts would not cease if the Cape Wind project is built, but the Project would be
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an important and precedential step in our country’s efforts to reduce these impacts. And
these impacts are not parenthetical. Mining and drilling for fossil fuels causes untold
destruction of habitat and water pollution. Fossil fuel transportation causes air pollution
and requires pipelines across wild and untouched parts of our country. The people and
wildlife of Cape Cod and the Islands have suffered repeatedly from oil spills and other
fossil fuel-related impacts in the last century.

Fish impacts are a good example of these related impacts. The DEIS finds that the
impacts of fish populations will be minimal and temporary. DEIS at 5.4. In contrast, the
impacts of fossil fuel and nuclear power plants on fish are significant and permanent.
Most existing fossil fuel and nuclear power plants use tremendous amounts of water for
cooling. Where these power plants are located next to lakes, rivers or the ocean, it is
commeon practice for them to use what is known as once-through cooling, which entails
sucking lake, river, or ocean water into the plant’s cooling system, where it absorbs waste
heat, and then dumping the hot water back into the lake, river or ocean. This process kills
thousands of fish, especially eggs and juvenile fish, at each power plant that uses it. The
hot water also destroys habitat. New power plants are increasingly shifting to different
cooling systems that use less water and kill fewer fish. However, the Cape Wind project
will still reduce power plant fish kills to the extent that it displaces existing generation
with once-through cooling systems. Moreover, by reducing fossil fuel use, the Project
would make a positive difference and by laying a foundation of experience with offshore
wind, the project would help make a much larger difference.

The final EIS should be clear that while the Project’s potential contribution to

reducing these impacts is difficult to quantify, it is a clear project benefit. And, in fact, as
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the first potential offshore wind project, it is more important than any single set of
numbers would make it appear.

ii. Environmental Justice

While the DEIS contains a technically sufficient discussion of the environmental
justice impacts of the project, at Section 5.16.4.9, there is no acknowledgement in this
section or in the No-Action Alternative that if the project 1s not built, existing
environmental justice impacts will at least continue unabated and may increase. The
existing power generation system disproportionately impacts poor communities and
communities of color. If the project is built, these disproportionate impacts will be
lessened. If'it is not, they will continue and probably get worse as the overall demand for
electricity continues to grow and the goal of developing renewable resources and offshore
wind in particular is dealt a major setback. The final EIS should explicitly acknowledge
that by reducing air pollution across New England and reducing the need for new power
plants and displacing existing generation, the Cape Wind project will help to reduce
disproportionate public health impacts on poor communities and communities of color.
IL. ACOQUSTIC IMPACTS

The Project’s acoustic (noise) impacts must be carefully analyzed, particularly for
marine mammals, whose physiological health and well-being can be damaged by harmful
noise levels, and appropriate mitigation measures must be deployed. The current analysis
of the Project’s acoustic impacts in the DEIS needs to be corrected, expanded and
improved in the FEIS, and, most importantly a more robust framework for monitoring

and mitigation must be included in the FEIS. If the practical steps recommended in

20



these comments are taken, Project construction and operation can be made consistent
with protection of marine mammals.

A. Overall Noise Analysis

The DEIS section on noise {Section 5.11) needs to be revised to focus on the
forms of noise that are harmful to the animals who will be in the closest proximity to the
turbines, rather than examined through an anthropocentric perspective of noise impacts
on humans. For example, Section 5.11.1.1, on acoustic concepts, focuses on “loudness™
and “pitch.” But the terms “loudness” and “pitch” are actually psychological concepts,
encapsulating the concept of what a human perceives when experiencing the relative
intensity or pressure of a sound. The FEIS analysis should not discuss “loudness™ but the
actual physical measures to which it pertains, e.g., mntensity, energy flux density,
pressure. These measures should be referenced consistently either in terms of levels in dB
or in absolute terms, for example, Watts per meter squared. Distinctions between the dB
measurements reference levels used for in-air (20 pPa) and in-water (1 pPa) must be
crystal clear and consistent.

The discussion of human hearing is relevant to possible in-air responses of
humans and serves perhaps to introduce the reader to some basic auditory concepts that
they can relate to. However, the species of greatest concern relative to auditory impacts
are those that might be exposed to acute levels or chronic levels of noise with the
potential to cause physiological harm, or whose response to noise generated either in-air
or underwater. The FEIS must discuss auditory impacts relative to the animals of
concern, such as marine mammals and sea turtles. In cases where information is not

available, the usual practice of using a surrogate species and making conservative
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assumptions is recommended. Thus, the practice here of using A weighted sound level
curves is inappropriate and potentially misleading. The potential noise impacts will not
be on humans, they will be on non-human animals.

B. Underwater Noise Impacts

The current treatment of underwater sound in the DEIS is incomplete and includes
some inaccuracies that require correction. The characteristics of the Project’s various
underwater sounds expected to be generated during construction and operation are crucial
to understanding the Project’s potential impacts on marine mammals. There are well-
documented recording and analysis methods available for the characterization and
quantification of underwater sound. The DEIS, however, characterizes the sounds to be
generated by jet plows used in construction by reference to subjective reports from
human divers. See Section 5.1.2.6. Instead of this anthropocentric approach, the FEIS
should rely on descriptions of underwater acoustic characteristics from construction that
can be found in the FEIS and subsequent technical reports from the BP Exploration
{Alaska) Inc. Northstar project. In other instances, too, the DEIS incompletely describes
acoustic impacts.

C. Acoustic Impacts on Marine Mammals: Need for Monitoring and Mitigation

There are two levels of harm to marine mammals that have the potential to arise
from acoustic impacts: “level A” refers to physiological damage including hearing loss,
TTS, air bladder rupture and hemorrhaging; “level B” refers to harassment activities
which can disturb and disrupt marine maminals and their behavior patterns. In our
assessment, Level A impacts on marine mammals as a result of the Project are unlikely.

However, the likelihood of level B impacts on marine mammals during Project
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construction is much higher given the density in space and time of the construction
activities — especially due to acoustics from pile driving and support vessels.

Accordingly, the FEIS needs to include strong, viable mechanisms that will
require the Project to monitor for acoustic events that might put animals at risk from both
damage and harassment, and it needs to have effective mechanisms in place to mitigate
should the menitoring system detect/predict the approach of an unacceptable level of risk.
Specific requests for FEIS and conditions for any permit include (1) appropriate
characterization of underwater acoustic signals, including ultrasound, (2) use a robust
system of both acoustic and visual surveillance for marine mammals and sea turtles
during construction, (3} schedule the time of construction activity so as to avoid periods
of peak abundance for endangered species such as right whales, and (4) include a
monitoring plan that will provide ongoing data on possible impacts for use in adaptive
management. We also propose the following specific measures to minimize any potential
impacts on marine mammals.

Safety radius. The DEIS proposes use of a “safety radius” of 500 m to protect
marine mammals and sea turtles during construction. Section 5.5.5.1.1, page 5-77. The
area of this zone of potential impact, about 1/3 of a square mile, is substantial. The FEIS
must ensure that the exclusion zone for noise exposure will be effective by including a
strong plan for establishing pre-construction, site-specific acoustic characteristics (e.g.,
ambient noise levels, transmission loss), and for monitoring noise characteristics (e.g.
spectral energy distribution, transients, broadband levels) and animals of interest
(approaching and within the zone) during the construction phase. Furthermore, the FEIS

must ensure that the operational zone includes a strong mitigation system once an animal
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comes within the safety exclusion zone. The DEIS indicates that one qualified NMFS
observer will be stationed at the site during construction to monitor for marine animals of
concern within the 500 m perimeter of pile driving sites. This is insufficient. The
observation plan should be augmented by having a total of 4 on-site spotters, and an
underwater acoustic monitoring system for detection of marine mammal sounds and for
monitoring the intensity of the sounds produced by construction activities (e.g., pile
driving, vesse! traffic). Underwater autonomous or cabled seafloor recording systems are
available for detection of sounds made by whales and should be installed as part of a
warning system that would monitor for the presence of marine animals (particularly
endangered species) in the area during construction. A strong mitigation protocol for
ensuring that intense noise production is halted rapidly if and when these animals enter
the radius must also be developed for the FEIS. This would include a number of
modeling exercises predicting the potential exposures and risks to a representative suite
of animals (mysticetes, odontocetes, pinnipeds, sea turtles, and fishes). Such procedures
have become standard components of FEIS documents in which noise impacts are of
concern.

Scheduling of Pile Driving. In the development of the FEIS, careful attention

must be given to the scheduling of pile driving with respect to periods of peak use by
marine mammals and turtles. Permit conditions should require that pile driving should be
scheduled only during time periods when the probability of marine mammals and sea
turtles in the area 1s low.

Acoustic underwater monitoring. The permit should require that a simple,

distributed network of underwater acoustic monitoring stations be in operation
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throughout construction, operation and decommission phases of the project. This network
should at least be used to: (1) increase the probability of detecting and identifying marine
mammals in the area, and (2) to monitor acoustic signal strength due to pile driving and
(3) to halt operations if sound levels exceed the threshold at the perimeter of the
exclusion zone or if rare or endangered species enter the area. [t is not sufficient to rely
on previous observations that animals often avoid areas with noise sources and then to
assume that there will be no animals in the area during noise producing activities. It
would be beneficial from many viewpoints for the Project to install, maintain and utilize
a network of in-air and underwater sensors to monitor project activities. The in-air
network would include calibrated microphones, accelerometers, anonometers etc. The
underwater network would include calibrated hydrophones, current meters, particle
counters, pyrometers: basically, sensors to provide data on energy distribution or
environmental proxies that are influenced by the wind farm’s installation or operational
activities (e.g., turbidity, noise, suspended particles). It could also become a component
in a larger network of environmental monitoring along the eastern seaboard. This
network, taking shape under various guises (e.g., ocean observatories, homeland coastal
security, littoral monitoring systems), is already emerging within several different
agencies and institutions. Partial funding to assist in this acoustic monitoring might be
available from these agencies and from the U.S. Department of Energy.
II.  AVIAN IMPACTS

The Project’s potential avian impacts present the most challenging and complex
issues presented in the DELS and by the Project. As an initial matter, as the DEIS

discusses, evidence from land-based wind turbines indicates that bird mortality from
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wind turbines is usually small, and not sufficient to harm populations. For the sake of
comparison, data combined for all of the United States indicates that mortality due to
wind turbines is much less than that attributed to glass windows, domestic cats, or
hunting, each of which produces over a million bird deaths per year. However, wind
turbine bird impacts vary from site to site and from species to species. Inappropriately
sited wind turbines, such as the Altamont Pass project in California, can kill significant
numbers of birds. Evidence from European off-shore wind projects is inconclusive. At
one site near the Wadden Sea in the Netherlands, 14 to 50 bird deaths per year per turbine
were observed, and most of these were water birds, including many sea ducks.”* A 2003
review report for two Danish offshore wind farms, Homs Rev and Nysted (80 and 72
turbines, respectively), while not quantifying bird mortalities, provided cautious initial
indications based on limited data that birds are adopting migration behavior that avoids
collision with the turbines by either avoiding the wind farm or flying in the corridors
between turbine rows.'®

Adding to the complexity of the issue, as the DEIS correctly concludes, the fossil
fuel-generated electricity that the Project will displace has a high and well documented
impact on habitat used by birds and other wildlife. For example, the population of the sea
bird that is most abundant in Nantucket Sound, the common eider, underwent a massive
L

population crash in Massachusetts during World War II in response to an oil spil

Spills of oil being transported for power generation continue to be a major source of

PwWinkelman, 1995.

'® Review Report 2003, The Danish Oftshore Wind Farm Demonstration Project: Horns Rev and Nysted Offshore
Wind Farm (Sept. 2004) at 36, 94.

"7 Burnett and Snyder, 1954.
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water bird mortality. For instance, in April 2003, the spill from the Bouchard No. 120 in
Buzzards Bay killed at least 450 protected birds and impacted 90 miles of coastline. The
combined scale of this source of mortality is orders of magnitude greater than any
documented impact {rom a wind power facility. The mining of coal, acid precipitation,
deposition of mercury and other metals, and global warming are all having serious
impacts, on forest habitat, breeding areas in the arctic, loss of estuarine habitat, and
impacts to the aquatic life that serves as food for so many birds.

Given the site specific nature of wind turbine impacts on birds, it is crucial to
have a full understanding of the Project’s impact on the numerous and important bird
populations that are found in Nantucket Sound, particularly the endangered Roseate
Terns, and to ensure that the Project will not jeopardize these populations. There appear
to be data gaps, conflicting data and/or different expert opinions about the potential
impact of the Project on Roseate Terns. Outstanding questions include the extent to
which Roseate Terns regularly transverse the arca where the Project would be sited and
the height at which they would fly. It is not clear to us whether these issues can be
resolved by reexamining existing data, e.g., radar data, or whether additional monitoring
and data collection must be performed, and if so, whether any such additional monitoring
must be undertaken immediately or whether it can take place post-permit issuance under
an adaptive management approach. Our suggestion is that the Corps and the Fish and
Wildlife Service immediately convene a group of independent scientists, with input from
the developer, other interested stakeholders and their respective science advisors, both to
consider these issues and to provide recommendations on what additional steps must be

taken to resolve these issues prior to issuance of the FEIS. Because of the importance of
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this Project and the importance of making sure that the environmental issues are
satisfactorily analyzed and resolved, the U.S. Department of Energy National Renewable
Energy Laboratory should be invited to join this process and to provide funding for it.
The numerous environmental and public health benefits of the Project warrant a creative
approach to resolving the questions that still appear to surround the potential bird impacts
posed by the Project.
IV.  MONITORING AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

A well-developed environmental monitoring and adaptive management program
will be critical to the success of this project, and should be included in the FEIS. Even
with additional pre-construction data collection, it will only be through the deployment of
a well developed monitoring program during operation of the turbines that the actual
impacts can be fully understood. Monitoring should produce the information required for
mininyizing impacts through adaptive management and for planning future projects.

The adaptive management scheme that we suggest incorporating into the permit is
fully consistent with the Army Corps of Engineers’ existing requirements for Section 10
permits. Adaptive management 1s a concept with which the Corps is demonstrably
familiar. Though there is no reference to adaptive management in the regulations
governing the grant of Section 10 permits, the Corps has defined the term elsewhere in its
regulations. Adaptive management is a major facet of the Comprehensive Everglades
Restoration Plan, and is defined in that context as “seeking continuous refinements in and
improvements to the Plan to respond to new information resulting from changed or
unforeseen circumstances, new scientific and technical information, [and] new or updated

modeling...” 33 CFR § 385.3
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Although there are no specific regulations on adaptive management for a Section
10 permit, an adaptive management approach is consistent with Section 10’s general
mitigation requirements, 33 C.F.R. § 320.4(r){1), which include compensatory mitigation
“for significant resource losses which are specifically identifiable, reasonably likely to
occur, and of importance to the human or aquatic environment.” 33 C.F.R. § 320.4(r)(2).
“The nature and extent of mitigation conditions [required] are dependent on the results of
the public interest review in 33 C.F.R. § 320.4." 33 C.F.R. § 325, App. B. The adaptive
management approach that we advocate is also consistent with the overarching Section
10 requirement that the Corps “ensure that the project is not contrary to the public
interest.” 33 C.F.R. § 320.4(r)(1)(iii).

Adaptive management is also regularly used by other agencies, including the Fish
and Wildlife Service when permitting under the Endangered Species Act, when there is a
“data gap” which means that “the long-term effects of implementing” a plan on one or
more species cannot be determined. U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife
Service, U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, and National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation Planning
and Incidental Take Permit Processing Handbook, (Nov. 4, 1996) ar
http://www.artba.org/public/docs/enviro/articles2/HCP%20handbook.pdf. Rather than
denying a permit or simply accepting potential damage to a protected species when there
is not sufficient information to project the impact on that species, the FWS requires
adaptive management as a condition of the permit — continuous monitoring to determine

the actual impact and appropriate mitigation thereof.,
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A program of environmental monitoring and adaptive management should be
developed with the benefit of a scientific advisory board, including academic and
government scientists who can help to develop an appropriate set of protocols for data
collection and adaptive responses to unacceptable environmental impacts. The FEIS
should include a delineation of specific adaptive responses that could be implemented to
deal with environmental impacts that are judged to be reasonable possibilities at the
chosen site and considering the uncertainties that exist in our ability to predict impacts.
Such impacts might include, for example, impact to a particular bird species, where the
mortality rate is found to be high. Potential adaptive responses should include the option
of short-term shut-downs if it is determined that a shut-down within a particular time
window could substantially reduce population-level impacts. A framework for adaptive
responses must be developed that prevents abuse of an adaptive management program,
and also protects the project operator from uneconomic conditions. A reasonable budget
for annual number of days allocated for possible use in shut-down response should be
established, and utilized, if necessary, with guidance from the science advisory board and
data collected under the momitoring program. The information collected as part of this
data monitoring process will be critically important to the consideration of other off-shore
wind farms. Thus, it is appropriate to look for additional funding and support for this
program from state and federal government sources, e.g. the National Renewable Energy
Laboratory. The science advisory committee, or another independent body, should be
involved to ensure that data collection is objective and transparent. All environmental
data collected from this project, sited on land subject to the public trust, should be made

available to the public, in electronic form, in a real-time fashion when possible or with a
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minimal delay when necessary for data processing (e.g. not more than two months
latency).

The monitoring program should include pre-construction monitoring, monitoring
of impacts during construction, and most critically, an effective system for monitoring
and adaptive management during wind farm operation.

A carefully planned program of ongoing monitoring and adaptive management of
the wind farm must be included in the FEIS, including innovative approaches to sampling
so that reliable estimates of environmental impacts can be made during turbine operation.
This must include measurement of species-specific mortality rates for birds flying in the
rotor swept zone. The monitoring program should be expanded to include two phases of
post-construction monitoring. Phase I should be a period of relatively intensive
monitoring, during the first five years of the project. During this period, the ecological
impacts should be quantified, any unacceptably high impacts 1dentified, and mitigation
measures developed and implemented, as needed. The monitoring program should be
designed with a number of specific objectives but must also be designed in such a fashion
as to increase the likelihood of detecting effects that have not been anticipated (i.e.
through monitoring an array of ecological indicators). The data and protocols developed
during phase I should be used to set the objectives for long-term monitoring conducted
during phase I, with guidance from the scientific advisory board. Protocols used during
phase I1 must be adequate to detect changes in steady state impacts, and provide the
information needed for adaptive responses. For example, there may be a particular time
window each year when some form of biological impact was demonstrated to be

unacceptably high during phase I. Should this be the case, phase Il monitoring, and
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adaptive management, should include protocols for reducing impact during a specific
time window defined by ecological or behavioral criteria.

Essential objectives for monitoring should include: 1) species-specific mortality
rates for flying animals in the rotor swept zone; 2) assessment of the behavior of marine
mammals around the wind farm; 3) assessment of fishes around the wind farm; and 4)

assessment of benthic communities.
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CONCLUSION

The environmental standards set for the Cape Wind project will create an
important precedent for the future of renewable energy in the United States, so it is
crucial us to set the bar in the right place. The air quality, public health and global
warming benefits of the Project are significant and beyond rational dispute. It is also
axiomatic that in order for the Cape Wind project to move forward, the Final EIS must
demonstrate that the project is consistent with protecting marine wildlife and applicable
laws. Indeed, Cape Wind should strive to be a model for future environmentally sensitive
offshore wind projects. The approach that NRDC sets forth in these comments, if
followed, provides the best path to realizing the tremendous emissions and energy
benefits of the Cape Wind project while also creating a responsible and positive model

for future offshore wind development.

Respectfully Submitted,

Katherine Kennedy
Sarah Chasis
Nathanael Greene
NRDC

40 W. 20™ St.

New York, New York 10011
ph: 212-727-4463
fax: 212-727-1773
kkennedy{@nrdc.org
schasisf@nrdc.org
ngreene(@nrdc.org

February 24, 2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Matt Adey [info@capewind.org]

Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 2:53 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

| believe | represent the future of America. [ am 21 years old
and currently enrolled in a four year college in New Hampshire. |
learned about capewind a few years back and my support for the project
has grown over the years.

[ believe that we MUST take advantage of this oppertunity for
clean renewable energy. We MUST set the example for the rest of the
country and world that we accept this kindof green technology, and
that this is truely our future. For our oil supplies are obviously
limited, but we will most certanly still need electricity in the many
years ahead.

When the pros and cons are lined up side by side it's truely
astonishing to me that there can be so much debate on these towers
being erected. The aesthetics of the towers should not stop the fact
that we will be making our air cleaner and we will be making such a
strong statement to the rest of the country.

This is my future. 1 am 21 years old, the times are changing.
We must act accordingly and set the right example for others to
follow.

Thank You for reading
-Matt Adey  Andover MA

Sincerely,

Matt Adey
4 Gavin Circle
Andover , MA 01810

cc:
Capewind
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: ALLSAFES@aol.com
Sent:  Thursday, February 24, 2005 2:54 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE Of‘
Subject: (no subject) Vg8 by
/
Dear Karen,

Please do all you can to stop the wind farm development.

| personally feel the structures won't hold up to the conditions in the sound. Even Great Point
light gave in to the effects of nature with all the planning and maintenance it had.

Navigational concerns for both aircraft and watercraft are important. Fog, malfunctions in
lighting and makings, and human error all point to a major accident in the future,

Us humans aren't the only ones with a threat to our lives by these structures. Hundreds of
thousands of birds use these waters on a daily basis. At night and in poor weather they will
crash into the blades.

The low amount of energy that will be realized from this operation does not balance with all the
dangers.

In the future you will be glad you did what you could to stop this development.....please don't
have a future where you regret that you allowed it.

Thank you for your time,
Ken Kuntz
allsafes@aol.com

Bx 2922

Nantucket, MA 02584

3/3/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: CBAR1580@acl.com

Sent:  Thursday, February 24, 2005 2:55 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: (no subject) 00482

Please do not put windmills in beautiful Nantucket Sound. Do not leave an ugly legacy for all
who come after us! Your influence will be remembered!

Barbara Gates

225 So. High St.
Denver, Co. 80209

3/3/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: jcseibold@aol.com 00
Sent:  Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:03 PM 482‘9
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: save our sound

Please help stop the development of public land for private money. Allow my
grandchildren the same rights that | have to enjoy the beauty of Nantucket

sound.
Sincerely

Jon and Catherine Seibold
44 Sea Meadow Court
Portsmouth, Rl 02871

3/3/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Joanne Hynes [joannehynes@yahoo.com]

Sent:  Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:05 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE; anne.canaday@state.ma.us A

Subject: Cape Wind Project L 04830

Dear Karen Adams and Sec. Ellen Roy Herzfelder,

We are residents of Osterville, in the middle
of Cape Cod. We have kept informed of all the
events concerning the Cape Wind Project. Honestly,
we cannot believe this project has continued to
rlague us for so long. We are totally and
vehemently against the construction of this sea of
wind turbines in the middle of our Nantucket Sound.

It amazes us that there can be so many people
against i1t, and so many reasons why this shouldn't
be even considered, and yet 1t is. We hope you will
do the right thing, and not allow this to happen!

JoAnne and Toby Hynes

324 Bridge Street
Osterville, Ma 02655

3/3/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Mikekelly1936@aol.com
Sent:  Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:16 PM ~

. - CO48
To: Energy, Wind NAE 1
Subject: A Clean Invironment

To Whom It May Concern: | am 100 per cent for Clean Air. Please you this as your criterion
when deciding your further steps. A clean environment will win every ones heart and vote!

M.K. On The Cape.

3/3/2005



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Peter McNeany [mcneany7@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 2:56 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

i live on cape cod. | love sailing and kayaking on Nantucket sound. |

am also a retired engineer with 40 years experience doing studies for A
the government. | have read the Army Corps of Engineers report and - UCIS 50
have found it extremely thorough with all major topics of importance 0)‘;

addressed. They have reached the proper conclusion. Enough of the rich
folks NIMBYism. This is not about saving the precious view for a few.

It's about doing what's right for energy conservation and for future
generations.

Thank you, Peter McNeany

Sincerely,

Peter McNeany
40 Teal Way
Eastham, MA 02642

[ofo
Capewind



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Richard Gregg [RHGregg@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 2:57 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

Human activity is rapidly heating the planet, creating near-term
disruptions and long-term catastrophies for ecosystems throughout the
world. Already, the arctic is melting and heat waves and droughts are
occuring in different locations. Itis time that we drastically

reduce our dependence on fossil fuels. Cape Wind offers us the
opportunity to have clean, renewable energy. This project deserves
support from far and wide.

Sincerely,

Richard Gregg
68 East Dugway Road
Lenox, MA 01240-2111

cc:
Capewind

“04833



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Helen MacCallum [HMacCallum@eds.edu)

Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 2:57 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE A

Cc: mepa@state.ma.us; marc@mbreslow.org L 04 8
Subject: Cape Wind Initiative 34

[ am a full time graduate student at EDS and registered voter/consituent in Cambridge. Please know | support the Cape
wind project.

Thank you.

Helen MacCalium

Student, M.Div. Candidate

Episcopal Divinity Schoaol

99 Brattle Street

Cambridge, MA 02138

hmaccallum@eds.edu



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Eric Packer [epacker@comcast.net]

Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:08 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal M

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

As both a concerned citizen and also an investment advisor for a
National Brokerage firm, | strongly support the the Cape Wind
Renewable Energy Project. It is absolutely necessary to start the
process of moving away from our dependence on imported oil and
environmentally

polluting coal to a clean, renewable energy source. Also it provides
us with a new technology , which will provide new high paying jobs in
construction, production and research and development.

Sincerely,

Eric Packer

Sincerely,

Eric Packer
18 Brookside Road
Needham, MA 02481

olox
Capewind



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: mary and michael murray [mmurray(2492@yahooc.com)
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:17 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE
Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal
e x.?‘
Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adarmns: ‘?3/—,
>

We are writing in support of the wind energy on Cape Cod. Glohal
warming is happening and we need to embrace these alternative CLEAN
energy sources. Thank you to all who have made this happen.

Sincerely,

Michael and Mary Murray

Sincerely,

mary and michael murray
38 fuller rd
needham, MA 02492

cc
Capewind



February 24, 2005

Karen Kirk Adams
Cape Wind Energy Project, EIS Project Manager L g
Corps of Engineers & J >
New England District

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Secretary Ellen Roy Herzfelder

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Oftice

Anne Canaday, EOEA No. 12643

100 Cambridge Street, 9™ Floor

Boston, MA 02114

Cape Cod Commission
3225 Main Street

PO Box 226

Barnstable, MA 02630-0226

Comments on the Cape Wind Energy Project

Chimate Change Action Brookline (CCAB) is pleased to submit comments on the
Cape Wind Energy Project. CCAB supports this project for its ability to provide a
significant source of new, renewable energy to the region. We believe the Draft
EIS/DEIR/DRI has adequately addressed the issues raised in the Scope, including a
review of project alternatives, and that the project should be allowed to proceed to the
next stage of review,

CCAB is an organization of citizens who are concerned about the impacts of
global warming and are working to address the problem on a local level. Global warming
threatens our public health, environment and economy. Immediate action is required to
address these impacts. The Town of Brookline is an active participant in the Cities for
Climate Protection (CCP) Program. We have committed to substantially reduce our
community’s contribution to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and developed a Local
Action Plan on Climate Change that describes policies and programs that will help us
reach our goals. We are working within our community and with the Town to implement
policies and programs and educate our citizens about the importance of this issue. Efforts
include a clean energy requirement for the municipal electricity contract, the purchase of
hybrid vehicles for the town fleet, incorporating solar panels and other sustainable design
elements into the Department of Public Health building renovation, and education efforts
such as Car Free School Day and the Compact Fluorescent Bulbathon campaign.



While we work at a local level to address this problem, we recognize the critical
need for state and federal policy makers to acknowledge the problem and take action to
address it. Governor Mitt Romney’s release of the Massachusetts Climate Protection
Plan is a step in the right direction. It commits the state to specific GHG emission
reduction targets and includes a commitment to promote new, renewable energy.

The Cape Wind Energy Project will provide meaningful reductions in GHG
emissions and can address the growing danger of climate change. It will help us meet
growing energy demands without increasing air pollution. It will avoid the significant
environmental and health impacts associated with fossil fuel fired power plants. It has
the potential to become the largest single source of new, renewable energy in New
England and it will help meet requirements associated with the Renewable Portfolio
Standard (RPS). In addition, it is consistent with the Massachusetts Climate Protection
Plan’s stated goal of promoting new, renewable energy resources.

Any project of this size, and particularly one within an area of significant natural
resources such as Nantucket Sound, deserves a thorough and rigorous public review to
ensure that the project is understood, that its impacts are disclosed and properly
mitigated, and that federal and state permits ensure this mitigation will be provided. This
review process has met those goals. The DEIS/DEIR/DRI document demonstrates that,
overall, the project will benefit our environment, our health, and our economy. It
adequately describes potential impacts and demonstrates that they can be adequately
avoided, minimized and mitigated. Commitments to mitigation can be addressed further
during development and review of the Final EIS/EIR/DRI and project permitting.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 1f you have any questions
regarding these comments, please contact me at (617) 482-4242

Sincerely,

Michael Gray
CCAB



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Robert W. Gilstein [rgilstein@portsmouthri.com]

Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:13 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE -

Subject: Cape Wind 0 4838

Dear Ms. Kirk-Adams,

I would like to voice my very strong support for the Cape Wind project. We cannot go on depending on fossil fuels for
energy.

Simple economics says so. Demand increases as supplies dwindle and become less reliable means that energy cost will
kill this region soon if energy costs cannot be controlled. Wind is reliable, constant and inexhaustible {(unless, of course,
the earth stops spinning}.

Simply knowing that fossil fuels will run out in the foreseeable future says so.

Simply acknowledging the fact of global warming and pollution caused by fossil fuels says so.

Arguments that the wind turbines can be barely seen on a clear day from the coast are patently absurd. And efforts to
produce "clean coal" have been a farce, if only because the cost of emission controls and scrubbers are too high (or it
would have happened by now).

It's time to move on to the future. Please approve the Cape Wind project.

Robert Gilstein

62 Tucker Lane

Dartmouth, MA
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Sihaya Reid [sreid@rwu.edu]
Sent:  Thursday, February 24, 2005 3.27 PM

To:

Energy, Wind NAE C G 4 8 3 9

Subject: Support for Cape Wind

Dear Karen Kirk-Adams,

| am in favor of the Cape Wind project for many reasons. | have spent my entire life in the
shadow of wind energy one way or another (literally—my family owned one throughout my
childhood, and f now research ways to encourage widespread acceptance and development of
wind energy}.

First, the arguments about sullying the horizon off the island of Nantucket are absurd,
especially considering that Nantucket's ecosystem is so fragile that much of it is off-limits
to human fraffic. Fences won't keep out the pollution spread by fossil-fuel burning plants,
toxic rain, etc. Proclaiming Nantucket a protected island out of one side of the mouth and
then protesting a wind farm three miles off the coast out of the other because of financial
concerns is hypacritical. Those financial concemns only affect the privileged few, and the
effects are short-term anyway, as opposed to the decidedly long-term effects of
converting to wind energy (or not converting!). | love Nantucket Island just as much as
they do, and completely understand the desire to preserve it as a haven of peace and
beauty, but it is not right do this at the expense of countless other people just because of

certain powerful peoples’ visual tastes.

Wind turbines are beautiful! Psychologically, they represent clean air and healthy lungs
and environments. Visually, the technclogy is growing by leaps and bounds and they

grow ever more efficient, streamlined, and graceful.

Of course it's terrible when birds and bats die in the blades. And of course no other
sources of energy Kill wildiife, right?

I don't need to mention the financial and health benefits in detail—the report does a
much better job of that than | could. | do think, though, that by being the first state in the
US to implement an off-shore wind farm despite the controversy, Massachusetts would
set a powerful precedent and touch off a wave of other activity in wind development. The
flip of that, though, is that if Massachusetts falters and denies Cape Wind, the precedent
will be more difficult to overturn for the next state, seriously impeding the progress of
alternative energy development for years to come and subjecting Americans to pay the
penalty for many more years in the areas of economy, environment, health, and national
security.

Thank you for your time.

Sihaya Reid

Proposal Writer

Office of University Advancement
Roger Williams University

Oneg Old Ferry Read

Brisiol, R1 02808

4031.254.3327

3/3/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From:  April Brumbaugh [April@svraleigh.com]

Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:24 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE; anne.canaday{@state. ma.us
Cc: Steve Raleigh; comments@saveoursound.org
Subject: The Cape Wind DEIS

February 24t 2005

Karen Kirk-Adams

Cape Wind Energy EIS Project

U.8. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

Secretary Ellen Roy Herzfelder

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs

MEPA - MASSACHUSETTS ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OFFICE
Attn: Anne Canaday, EOEA No. 12643100

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

Thank you for considering my opposition to the Cape Wind Project on Nantucket Sound.

As a commercial General Contractor and master electrician on Cape Cod for 32 years, |
understand the need for alternative energy resources, both in terms of research and
implementation.

AN

~ u45’40

However, | am hard pressed to believe that the best area for this development is in some of the
most pristine waters in the world — ie: Nantucket Sound. Especially when over two thirds of the

Earth is covered by water and research is very promising that these water wind technologies

are equally viable in deep waters.

I am very alarmed that this profitable venture by Cape Wind Associates, LLC is likely to have
significant and negative impacts to local recreation, the local fishing industry and local aviation

and shipping navigation safety. Also, | arn certain that this project will drastically and
irrevocably disrupt the marine ecosystem,

Certainly, there is an equally feasible and less detrimental location for this commercially
advantageous project by Cape Wind Associates, LLC.

Stephen V. Raleigh

President & CEQ

S.V. RALEIGH CORPORATION
Stephen V. Raleigh

President & CEC

5 Mark Lane, 2nd Floor
Hyannis, MA 02601

(508) 778-5001

Fax: (608) 775-4464

E-mail. steve@svraleigh.com
Lic: General Contractor

Lic: Electrical Contractor

Lic. In: MA. NH. ME. VT. & RI.

3/3/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Alan Zox [aazox1@direcway.com] & 0 4 8 4 1
Sent:  Thursday, February 24, 2005 1:27 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: | strongly support the Cape Wind Project for healthcare reasons
To Whom it Concerns:
| strongly support the Cape Wind Project because the people of New England will save
$53 Million annually in health costs and because healthcare will improve in the
region. Thank you for the opportunity te express my views.
Alan Zox, Ph.D.
PC Box 307
Prudence Island, RI 02872

Tel, 401.741.7459

3/3/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Eastport Trading [michael@eastporttrading.com]

~ 5]
Sent:  Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:30 PM C04842
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Cc: anne.canaday@state.ma.us

Subject: Nantucket Sound Wind Farm

As a private boater, frequently using the proposed area of the "wind farm", | am very concerned
about boating safety. The proposed area is frequently shrouded with fog and with all of natural
hazards to boating, all we need is something else to run into in poor visibility. Please
reconsider. If this is really a viable plan and the energy produced worth the effort, why did the
Bartlett Farms on Nantucket tear down their dozen windmills several years ago. They were
located on a private farm, near the septic fields and well away from the population centers of
the istand. This plan (scheme} is designed to do one thing only, enrich the coffers of the wind
farm company. | dont see that it is your job to assist them in that regard.

Sincerely,

Michael Schermerhorn

Vice President Engineering

Eastport Trading Co.

Phone: (508) 533-8800 Fax: (508-533-8488)

37372005



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Janie Booth {jmcogen@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3.26 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE
Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal
A
Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams: v 0 4 8 4 3

Please support Cape Wind. Renewable energy is an important step
toward energy independence and environmental sustainability. Do not
let special interest groups prevent this project from going forward!
Sincerely,

Janie Booth

Sincerely,

Janie Booth
2530 Lafayette
Davis, CA 95616

ce:
Capewind



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Taf Schaefer [tafschaefer@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:29 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Cape Wind windfarm in Nantucket Sound

(':‘)
-
o
o
N

Dear Army Corps of Engineers:

| am writing to express my grave concerns regarding this project. | DO
NOT think the wind farm it is a good idea.

Granted, we need to find alternative energy sources that make sense and
we need to lower car emissions and increase our conservation of
available energy. But, wind towers have not proven to be a safe energy
alternative that comes without many negative results.

Cape Cod is a magical place and Nantucket Sound is one THE focal points
of its aesthetic, cultural, economic and natural foundations. To

propose placing huge towers that will endanger birds and fish, destroy

the visual beauty of a pristine body of water, destroy the tourism upon
which the Cape bases its economy and to place thousands of gallons of

oil just waiting to be spilled in a valuable natural resource without a
measurable benefit to the environment of Cape Cod and its inhabitants

is FOLLY.

Apparently the "scientific studies” that were done and rammed down the
public's throat were mostly devised by consultants paid by Cape Wind
itself. "The Qil Spill Trajectory Map" has not been done and having

all that oil sitting right offshore seems like a disaster waiting to

happen. Who would be responsible if an large oil spill did happen?

Are the taxpayer's and citizens who are being asked to accept a blight
on their landscape and a usurping of their stewardship of public lands
going to be left holding the bag when a disaster hits or when Cape Wind
finds that they cannot service their turbines or they don't reap the

profits they are expecting and then bail out. Many of the wind farms

in Denmark and elsewhere have not lived up to their potential and have
been discontinued. Will Cape Wind be responsible for the entire life
span of the windfarm. In my experience, private companies that seek to
reap the benefits from public lands and resources so often leave the
clean up of environmental disasters they cause or leave failed
enterprises to the taxpayers for a bail out.

| am also outraged by the prospect of a private company reaping huge
financial gains from the bounty of public waters and natural resources.
How is that this privately held company has gotten this far with this
proposal when virtually ail the inhabitants of Cape Cod and all the
agencies and towns are against it. And, the electricity that is
generated by these towers will not even be allocated for Cape Cod. Does
Jim Gordon and Cape Wind have more of a right to our jointly held
environment than we, the citizens of the earth. How does one person
rise to far above all others? Jim Gordon and Cape Wind do not get to
rape Nantucket Sound.

| do net think this is just 2 case of the "Not in my Backyard”
syndrome. If everyone were to benefit, and if the environment were not
so threatened, and if the aesthetics of a national treasure were not so
pure, and if the fishing industry and the tourism industry were not
destroyed in the process, then maybe wind towers might be good, but
there has to be a better way or a better place or a better financial
package that is not just for the benefit of one private company, to

1



make this a viable and acceptable proposal.

The Army Corps of Engineers, being part of a government that is of, by
and for the people should not continue to push a proposal that is
unacceptable to the people of Cape Cod and Massachusetts and is
unacceptable to the town governments, and the business community and
the fishing industry and the Chamber of Commerce and the environmental
groups and the wildlife groups and the public media and the Governor
and the children who will pay the ultimate price for the coming ruin we

will face if this project goes forward.

Yours truly, Catherine Schaefer, designer and sculptor born and raised
on Cape Cod and citizen of the world.



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: chris hoch [chrishoch45@hotmail.comj
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 20035 3:31 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

As a manufacturer of cellulose insulation in western MA, we are very
interested in saving energy costs. The Cape Wind project is a great
opportunity to demonstrate that we as a country are not only prepared
to try new energy generation alternatives but also capable of
garnering public support for saving energy. Many of those opposed to
this project are hypocritical, in that they claim to be in favor of
reducing our dependence on fossil fuels, yet for misguided, selfish
reasons, they are opposed to this project. The windmills pose no
proven threat to the environment, and | personaily feel that the
windmills are attractive. There is no disputing that they will

generate clean, efficient, and economical energy, and | strongly
endorse this project.

Sincerely,

chris hoch
50 depot street
belchertown, MA 01007-9619

o1}
Capewind



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Psilos Christos H NPRI [PsilosCH@Npt. NUWC . Navy.Mil]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:30 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE -

Subject: Cape wind o ‘484
6
Dear Karen Kirk-Adams

Please note that | am in favor of Cape wind because it is a way to show we Love our children, grand children and Grand
parents. Pollution mostly affects the young and elderly and it is our respansibility to protect them from immediate and long
term dangers. There may be other options available, this option is possible and available today.

| have seen the wind mills on the beautiful Island of Lesvos , Greece, and in my opinion and others | have discussed the
windmills with, they enhance the natural beauty. The technological nature of the windmills does not take away from
natures beauty, the windmills blend harmoniously with the Greek Island terrain, they provide a very natural, pleasant
presence .

vir chris

Electrical Engineer



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: William Morgan [divineprovidence@verizon.net]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:33 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Cape Wind Energy

| am in favor of the Cape Wind Energy Project for many reasons:
Environmental

Energy

Aesthetics

Common Sense

Health

William Morgan

24 Orchard Place
Providence, Rhode Island 029086
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Amelia Amon [amon@together.net]

Sent:  Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:40 PM A

To: Energy, Wind NAE - "4&43
Subject: Support for Cape Wind

Karen Kirk-Adams

Cape Wind Energy EIS Project

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

New England District

696 Virginia Road, Concord, MA 01742

Dear Karen Kirk-Adams,

I am strongly in favor of the Cape Wind project because global warming is
the most difficult and threatening problem facing mankind at this time.
Disruption of our weather patterns will be destructive to the ecological and
atmospheric systems that sustain us.

Wind generation of energy will also increase our national security by reducing
our dependence on foreign oll supplies, will keep our children heaithier by
replacing coal-burning power plants, and will encourage public awareness and
support for the development of other renewable energy technologies.

Studies from wind installations in Scotland, Australia, California, off the shore of
Denmark and Sweden, show increased tourism -providing evidence that people
find them attractive additions to the landscape.

Thank you for your consideration,
Amelia Amon

Alt. Technica

242 E 19th St

NY, NY 10003

1212 260 0806
www.alt-technica.com

3/3/2005



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Rachel Ingersoll [rachandlily@yahco.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3,36 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

As a concerned citizen of the United States, | urge you to support
the Cape Wind project. Clean, renewable energy sources are vital to
the health of the planet and to our country's energy independence.
Please consider the findings of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and support this important project.

Sincerely,
Rachel Ingersoll
Denver, Colorado

Sincerely,

Rachel Ingersoll
879 South Vine Street
Denver, CO 80209

ccl
Capewind

534849



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Jana Hesser [JanaH@doh state.ri.us]
Sent; Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:35 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: In Favor of Cape Wind

Dear Karen Kirk-Adams,

| am strongly in favor of the Cape Wind project { and alternative
renewable energy in general) because it will decrease dependence on
foreign oil, decrease electric costs in New England, and remove
pollutants from the air which adversely affect the health of everycne in
New England, especially children. | also find the windmills pleasing to
look at and understand that in other countries they have become a
tourist attraction so maybe they will also help boost the local
economy!

Sincerely,
Jana Hesser

15 Paradise Brook Farm Rd.
Middletown, R] 02842



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Ken Marien [kdmariens@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:40 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:;

Everyone who is against clean renewable enegy that does not rely on
foreign energy sources please stand up to be counted.

| BO live with a wind turbine in by backyard and | would like to see
more of them.

| don't have to strain my eyes from shore or go out in my Yacht, as
they are at the base of Wachusett Mountain between the Audcbon
property and the State park, and they are not an eyesore, but an
object of attention and attraction for most who view them.

Sincerely,

Ken Marien
179 East Road
Westminster, MA 01473

cc:
Capewind



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Dan Leslie [pipsygirl_9@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:39 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Nantucket Sound Wind Farm Power Plant

To Whom It May Concern,

Thank yau for the opportunity to express my opinion on the proposed power
generating plant for the waters of Cape Cod. I'm very much in favor of wind
power and other alternative energy sources. However, it's nearly incredible
that Nantucket Sound is even being considered as a location. Just
incredible. And for private gain.

Nantucket Sound is absolutely not the place for a power plant,

Dan McCarthy

On the road to retirement? Check out MSN Life Events for advice on how to
get there! hitp:/flifeevents. msn.com/category.aspx?cid=Retirement

504852



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Allan Hutchinson [allanh82@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:42 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

504853

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

| remember a time when the Cape was a truly beautiful place in
nearly all it's entirety. A
time when from the water one was able to view a harren shore in it's
natural splendor. This
beauty attracted people desiring to live on those shores, and as
result the aesthetics have
been changed, if not diminished. It is sad to think that some would be
so selfish as to feel
that now that they are there, further development must stop. This view
does not take into
consideration how those before them felt about progress. Yes, things
change, like it or
not. And exactly where the line is drawn deserves consideration. One
can only hope for an
objective evaluation of all aspects as to how many benefit and for how
long. There are
times when the greater good calls upon the few to make sacrifices. |
believe that the Cape
Wind project is for the greater good, and now is past the time.

Sincerely,

Allan Hutchinson
Kings Hwy
West Springfield, MA 01089

CC:
Capewind



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Kimberly Cullinane [ashtonkimberly@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:43 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

| am writing as a citizen of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, IaIPs
interested in environmental responsibility and energy security. | - U‘q 8 5
strongly support the Cape Wind project and firmly believe that it is 4
in the best interest not only of the Commonwealth, but of our nation.

Cf all of the renewable energy electricity generation options

available, large wind electricity generation projects are the most

cost-effective - nearly comparable to fossil fuel costs on a dollar

per kilowatt hour basis. This country needs to not only pay lip

service to, but actually act on opportunities to use renewable energy.

Now is the time to support renewable energy in the United States. Can
you imagine a day when the United States no longer has an economic
interest in the Middle East? Can you imagine a day when we no longer
need military bases in the Middle East to protect our oil interests?
These things certainly would not happen for a very long time, but they
will never happen if we don't start to look now for opportunities to
generate our own electricity and reduce our dependence on foreign oil.

The Army Carps of Engineers' report on the proposed wind farm
indicates that the only real issue is aesthetics. It is no surprise,
therefore, that the vast majority of this project’'s opponents are

wealthy landowners on the coastal Cape, including Senator Ted Kennedy.
While the view shed issue is real and should be discussed openly and
honestly, it seems to me that anyone concerned about the greater good
would admit that the benefits of the wind farm far ocutweigh its costs.
Benefits include taking a step toward greater energy security, sending

a signal to the rest of the country that wind power is possible,

taking action to mitigate climate change, and acting in an
environmentally responsible and appropriate manner. Opponents of this
project cite many potential costs, but the only one that the

opposition's framework truly rests on is aesthetics. | can't imagine
saying I'd rather see a power plant belching smoke than a wind turbine
spinning in the breeze. Would you rather iook at the Salem power

plant or the wind turbine in Hull?

One final comment about politics. The political maneuvering behind
the scenes on this issue is apalling - truly. Though | worked in
Washington, DC for many years, | am still not numb to political
actions that are clearly not in the best interest of voters, but only

in the best interest of the politicians - asking Senators from other
states to introduce backdoor amendments in Congress that would kill
the project, and now, seeking to change the definition of the border
of Massachusetts to kill the project. It's truly disgusting. Why not

let the project stand on its merits and let the people decide. Let's
have a referendum on this issue and see what happens.

Better yet, please just support the Cape Wind project. tis
important for energy security, it could be represented as a first step
on climate change, and it's the right thing to do.

Sincerely,
Kim Cullinane



Sincerely,

Kimberly Cullinane
350 North Street
Boston, MA 02113

ce:
Capewind
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Alan Storms [A.D.Storms@worldnet. att.net}
Sent:  Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:53 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE oo
) . : g o
Subject: Cape Wind Project S35

Dear Karen Kirk Adams,

| am voting for the acceptance of the Cape Wind Project on Nantucket Sound.
1-1t is the first viable wind farm in New England.

2 - It will help power diversity

3 - It will not produce green house gases, nor increase global warming

4 - It is a natural site for a wind farm

Alan D. Storms
401 253-9477

3/3/2005



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: kchace [kchace@charter.net]

Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:47 PM P

To: Energy, Wind NAE L ug 85’ ~
Subject: Support for the Cape Wind project 0]

| would like to voice my whole hearted support for the Cape Wind Project, | believe it is very important that we do
everything in our power to reduce our dependence on fossil fugled power production.

Sincerely,

Kenneth M. Chace



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Carl and Nora Hevert {chevert@gis.net]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:48 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

Sincerely,

Carl and Nora Hevert
24 Seamist Drive
POBox 1254

East Orleans, MA 02643

cc:
Capewind



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Brent Putnam [mOrdac@myrealbax.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:53 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Cape Wind Energy Project

-

NindfarmACoE0224

05.doc
97 John Parker Road
East Falmouth, MA 02536 ~n
February 24, 2005 LU4853

Karen Kirk Adams

Cape Wind Energy Project
EIS Project Manager
Army Corps of Engineers
New England District

696 Virginia Rd.

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Re: DEIS for Cape Wind Associates

Dear Ms. Adams;

| have been following the Cape Wind Associates proposal to build a windfarm on Horseshoe Shoal since it was first
announced, and so am quite familiar with all the details of the proposal as well as the opposition's arguments against it.

And so when | sat down to write this letter, | thought about the various things t could say — | could detail the benefits of the
windfarm, or address the issues that have been raised by the opposition but in truth, there is very little that | can say now
that has not been said before by somecne, somewhere. So | will keep this simple.

Give the green light to allow Cape Wind to build the windfarm. The DEIS clearly shows what everyone has known for a

long time now; that wind is probably the most benign way to generate electricity and the benefits far outweigh the costs.
Whatever concerns remain can be addressed without further delaying the project.

Sincerely,

Brent Putnam



97 John Parker Road
East Falmouth, MA 02536
February 24, 2005

Karen Kirk Adams

Cape Wind Energy Project
EIS Project Manager
Army Corps of Engineers
New England District

696 Virginia Rd.

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Re: DEIS for Cape Wind Associates

Dear Ms. Adams;

[ have been following the Cape Wind Associates proposal to build a windfarm on Horseshoe
Shoal since it was first announced, and so am quite familiar with all the details of the proposal as
well as the opposition's arguments against it,

And so when [ sat down to write this letter, I thought about the various things 1 could say ~ |
could detail the benefits of the windfarm, or address the issues that have been raised by the
opposition J but in truth, there is very little that I can say now that has not been said before by
someone, somewhere. So I will keep this simple.

Give the green light to allow Cape Wind to build the windfarm. The DEIS clearly shows what
everyone has known for a long time now; that wind is probably the most benign way to generate

electricity and the benetits far outweigh the costs. Whatever concerns remain can be addressed
without further delaying the project.

Sincerely,

Brent Putnam
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Stephanie L. Allen [stephanie@allenpavlides.com)
Sent:  Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:55 PM

B
To: Energy, Wind NAE L (J

Subject: For Cape Wind

Karen Kirk-Adams

Cape Wind Energy EIS Project

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

New England District

696 Virginia Road, Concord, MA 01742

Dear Karen Kirk-Adams,

The installation of the Cape Wind project is a must for New England and a step in the right
direction for the US. This technology will reduce our reliance on the importing of fossil fuels
or burning of ceal, minimizing the risk of oil spills that permanently damage the environment
and reducing the harmful toxins that are released into the atmosphere upon the burning. The
benefits to the environment as well as the benefits to the local economy with jobs for the
creation and the maintenance of the 130 turbines are reasen enough to support this endeavor
but the yet to be imagined benefits is the exciting part. To imagine that we may watch the
shift in public awareness and see the enormous oil machine economy grind to a halt not
because the oil has run dry but because we choose to find clean and renewable ways to
energize our environment. The 130 slow turning wind sculptures will not be the eyesore that
some may want us to see, but instead will be a daily reminder of our commitment to future
generations.

| write this in full support of Cape Wind and with bated breath.

Stephanie Allen Pavlides

3/3/2005



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Thomas Bourgeois [tombourge@prodigy.net]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:54 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

As a professional in the energy and environmental field | would like C 0 4 8 6 0
to express my support fot the Cape Wind project. | have read some,

certainly nowhere near all, of the competing analyses. [t seems clear

that the benefits of a project of this type greatly outweigh some of

the concems that have been expressed. It is important that the United

States build projects of this sort that can generate clean power at a

reasonable price, and with apparently very little damage to the

environment

Sincerely,

Thomas Bourgeois
9 Jared Drive
Mendham, NJ 07845

cC:
Capewind



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Gregory Anderson [greg_a@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 3:55 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

fala
| am writing to voice my strong support for Cape Wind's proposed LU 4 8 6 1
Horseshoe Shoal windfarm project. | love every facet of the project,
but most importantly, what a project like this would mean for the
environment. There are many reasons why the windfarm proposal is a
great idea - if approved, the project will mean new jobs for the
region. It will begin the process of weaning ourselves off
carbon-based (and finite) energy sources in New England, which will
result in less dependance con foreign oil and would also lessen the
necessity for oil-drilling in pristine areas - ANWR in Alaska for
example.

But the largest benefits the region would reap, in my opinion, are
environmental. Ultimately, the world will run out of oil and gas - no
one debates this, but the Earth's population is only going to
increase, which will run us out of oil and gas that much faster.
Plenty of coal will be left, of course, but when burned, coal releases
sulfers and carbons an a much greater scale than even other fossil
fuels.

The solution will need to be "alternative” sources of energy - and if
starting now isn't a good idea, when is? The geographic location of
Cape Wind's proposed winfarm is ideal for harnessing wind energy, and
for doing it consistently. It is estimated the windfarm could power

up to three-quarters of the Cape and would result in the release of

tons and tons fewer greenhouse gases into the atmosphere.

The use of alternative energy will cut down on the region's dependance
on coal/oil/gas-fueled power plants, that must have the fuels
transported to them (also resulting in pollution from motor vehicles)
which can sometimes result in fuel leaks and spillages, ranging from
relatively minor to massive, and are costly both environmentatly and
financially. The full impact that the April, 2003 Buzzards Bay oil

spill had on sea fow! and other marine life is not known but few

people who saw the damage will forget it.

People who choose to criticize what wind turbines look like should be
reminded of the unsightliness of smokestacks and oil-coated birds.

One should also consider how much clearer the air on the Cape could be
if a large clean-energy project were built there - and remember that

not only will one be able to appreciate looking out to sea that much

more, but the air we breathe will be that much cleaner - a major

health ben